SRI AUROBINDO AND THE RELIGION OF THE FUTURE

A word may be said here about the relation between religion
and yoga. Both are concerned with the realization of values,
but while religion is faith in such realization, yoga supplies the
method by which this faith can be converted into an actual
realization. Religion puts forward certain eternal values as
objects, the realization of which is demanded by faith, but -how
they are to be realized, religion is powerless to indicate. It is
here that yoga comes to the aid of religion. It shows the way
in which these values are to be realized. In this sense yoga is

^qpyOT ^^J^qf ?), as the Bhagavadglta says, the karma here being

the actual realization of that which is put forward as an object
of faith by religion.

The nature of religion and her relation to the sister
disciplines being now understood, we are in a position to know
what value to attach to various statements which are made by
well-meaning critics about what religion is to do and what she
is not to do. For instance, Prof. C. E. M. Joad, a very sympathe-
tic critic of religion, has, in a book1, with the limn sentiments
of which I fully agree, mentioned two things which, in his view,
religion must not do if she is to survive. What are these two
things? He enumerates them as follows: "(a) It (religion) must
not teach beliefs about the nature of the physical universe which
science has shown to be false. (&) With regard, to the non-
physical universe, it must not teach as absolute truths dogmas
which cannot be known to be either true or false, but which
there is no reason to think true". This statement of Prof. Joad
is nothing more than a truism. Who has ever suggested that
religion should teach things which have been proved to be false
by science, or put forward as absolute truths things which are at
best problematic? If religion ever did any of these foolish
things, people would not have been content to administer a mild
warning, such as Prof. Joad does, but would have banished
religion completely from the realm.

Again, what is meant by saying, "If religion were to survive"?
Who is to be the arbiter of her destiny? Is it Science? Is it
settled beyond all possibility of dispute that in all questions
concerning the right of things to survive, the judgment is always
to be pronounced by science? If such a state of things is
accepted as a settled fact, what remains there for either science
or philosophy to do?

1 Vuic The Present and Future of Religion, p. 212.
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